the IPCC for using market exchange rates in the economic accounting used as a basis for its SRES scenarios (Nakicenovic and Swart, 2000) . This started as a technical dispute. However, the initial IPCC response -which can be characterised as "We are the IPCC. We do no not make mistakes. Please go away." (IPCC, 2003; Nakicenovic et al., 2003; Grübler et al., 2004 ) -raised the stakes and turned the debate into one about the credibility of the entire IPCC, a debate that now includes politicians (House of Lords, 2005) and the public (Economist, 2003a (Economist, ,b, 2004 Michaels, 2003) . Howard Herzog of MIT recently summarised this as the "IPCC is a four-letter word." Dixon and Rimmer (2006) return to the technical issue of making economic projections based on different exchange rates, viz. market exchange rates (MER) versus purchasing power parity exchange rates (PPP). MER databases have a wide coverage and MER prices are relevant for international trade; PPP is the relevant measure for cross-country income comparison and development, but data are patchy. See also Nordhaus (forthcoming). Dixon and Rimmer (2006) recognise that a crucial driver of the difference between MER and PPP is the relative importance of internationally tradable goods. A computable general equilibrium model (CGE) is the most appropriate tool to study this. To my knowledge, Dixon and Rimmer (2006) is the first paper in the emission scenarios debate that lays out this issue in a credible and detailed manner.
Yet, trade is not the only aspect. Development is the other crucial driver. A CGE is less appropriate to study this. The model used by Dixon and Rimmer is a recursivedynamic CGE, which is in a dynamic sense equal to a Solow-Swan model. SolowSwan models are characterised by an exogenous savings rate and exogenous technological progress. Solow-Swan models can explain only a small part of the economic growth of a single country, and cannot explain the differences in per capita incomes between countries. See Barro and Sala-i-Martin (1995) and Romer (1996) for an exposition on modern and new growth theory.
New growth models are much better at explaining development, but extending these single sector models to multiple sectors is still beyond the knowledge frontier in economics. Theory is part of the problem -new growth theory relies heavily on increasing returns to scale and monopolistic competition -but data are crucial tooparticularly on education, health care, and research and development, each of which are weak spots in the national accounts.
Although a formal integration of new growth theory in a CGE is not yet possible, some ad hoc combination can be made in which the CGE mimics the latest insights into development and growth.
Egregious ignorance is shown by the assumption of convergence. Neither the empirical nor the theoretical literature on growth supports this assumption (Acemoglu et al., 2002; Barro and Sala-I-Martin, 1995; Galor and Weil, 1999; Maddison, 2001; Romer, 1996) . One may argue that Dixon and Rimmer (2006) simply follow the IPCC in this. However, they have no choice but to follow, as their CGE does converge, as do all Solow-Swan models. Although Dixon and Rimmer (2006) are commended for tackling one technical flaw in the SRES scenarios -PPP v MER -they duck the bigger issue -convergence -and are incapable of analysing how the two issues interact.
If one does assume convergence, the next question is what converges. Dixon and Rimmer (2006) assume convergence of specific technologies. This is a peculiar assumption. If one compares developed and developing economies, then one notes a lower labour productivity, worse organisation and institutions, and a low capital intensity. There is little reason to assume, however, that specific technologies are different, particularly in industry. Plants can be built to almost the same specifications almost anywhere. Differences in relative prices make that different plants are built. See Ruttan (2000) .
The fact that Dixon and Rimmer (2006) start off with different technologies suggests that the productivities in their model were used as calibration parameters, and can therefore not be interpreted, let alone be used to drive scenarios. A proper model of convergence would have convergence of labour productivity and production functions.
The Armington elasticities used in CGEs are calibration parameters as well. Although they are supposed to reflect home bias in consumer preferences and differences in the product mix, in reality the Armington elasticities also pick up any other barrier to trade except tariffs and transport costs. See Hertel (1997) . This means that the Armington elasticities are not constant over time. It suggests that Armington elasticies would fall in a scenario of convergence as products get more similar (a result of convergence) and trade barriers are dismantled (a condition for convergence). This would increase international trade, and would reduce the gap between MER and PPP. Dixon and Rimmer (2006) ignore this. Dixon and Rimmer (2006) correctly point out that the exchange rate is an aggregate measure, and that one needs prices of individual products to understand the movement of PPP relative to MER. They lament that price data are rare, and that existing data are inaccessible. This is a scandal.
The implication is that Dixon and Rimmer (2006) had to make up their price data. This is fine for a research paper, but it of course limits the empirical and policy conclusions. At the same time, it reduces the value of the detailed insights. Surprisingly, Dixon and Rimmer (2006) report results for small, identified sectors.
The analysis of Dixon and Rimmer (2006) does not include emissions of carbon dioxide, the starting point of the exercise. It is important to note that carbon dioxide emissions are not proportional to GDP, and that the relative difference in carbon dioxide emissions is not equal to the relative difference in GDP measured in MER and PPP (Manne et al., 2005; Tol, forthcoming) . This omission is unfortunate, particularly since carbon dioxide emissions are part of many CGEs, but apparently not of the model used by Dixon and Rimmer (2006) .
If a hammer is the only tool one has, one sees every problem as a nail. Dixon and Rimmer (2006) approached the PPP/MER scenario problem from the perspective of a pre-existing model, rather than from the perspective of the problem. This is an unfortunate habit of many academics.
